I78	DOMICIL
exercise of political rights,1 the establishment of children in
business,2 the statutory declaration made by a candidate for
naturalization that he intends to reside permanently in the
United Kingdom,3 the place where a man's wife and family
reside,4 departure from a country owing to compulsion of war,*
the refusal of a foreign fiancee to leave her own country,6 state-
ments as to his domiciliary intentions made by a deceased
person in his lifetime.7 The relative value of many of these
considerations was discussed by the House of Lords in Wahl
v. A.-G*
no one Undue stress must not be laid upon any single fact, however
u impressive it may appear when viewed out of its context, for
its importance as a determining factor may well be minimized
when considered in the light of other qualifying events. Again,
no one fact is of constant value, for every case varies in its
circumstances, and what is of decisive importance in one may
be of little weight in another.9
Deciara- It is for this reason that it is impossible to formulate a rule
specifying the weight to be given to particular evidence. All
of little that can be gathered from the authorities in this respect is that
weight very j£ttje reijance can be placed upon declarations of intention,
especially if they are oral. The common law rule, that expres-
sions of intention by a living person cannot be received in
evidence unless against his own interest, is. not necessarily
applicable to an issue of domicil,10 and it is common enough for
witnesses to testify to parol declaratipns made during his life
by the person whose domicil is in question. Nevertheless, this
kind of evidence, especially when given long after the conversa-
tion occurred, is suspect. In the words of Dr. Lushington:
4To entitle such declarations to any weight, the court must be
satisfied not only of the veracity of the witnesses who depose to such
1	Drcvon v, Drevon (1864), 34 LJ. (n.s.) Ch. 129,137.
2	Stevenson v. Masson (1873), L.R. 17 Eq. 78.
3	Gulbenkian v. Gulbenkian, [1937] 4 All E.R. 618; distinguish Wahl v.
./.-<?. (1932), 147 L.T. 382.
4	Forfasv. ForJ>es(i%$4), Kay 341; AitcMsonv. Dixon (1870), L.R. 10 Eq.
589.
5	In re Lhyd Evans, [1947] Ch. 695.
6	Donaldson v. Donaldson, [1949] P. 363.
7	Scappaticci v. J.-G., [1955] P. 47.
* (1932), 147 L.T. 382.
9 Hodgson v. De Beauchesnt (1858), 12 Moo P.C. 285, 330; Doucet v.
Geoghegan (1878), 9 Ch.D. 441,445; Wahlv. A.-G. (1932), 147 L.T. 382.
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